Writing from the perspective of a delegate at the Research Through Design (RTD) 2015 conference and early career practice-based researcher, I share in this article the connections I have made between the experience of being at the conference and my wider experience of conducting research through design. To provide an example of "doing research through design," I outline the projects situated at the heart of my doctoral studies. I then unpack some of the "features of experience" in my practice of research through design. The aim of this article is to highlight particular threads from my experiences and reflect on how these experiences map to a research-through-design approach.
To set the scene, I present two examples of my design research projects: "Have Conversations With…" and "The Rooftop Project."
1 Both are situated in the city center of Manchester, UK. I then offer critical reflections on the RTD Conference-on its composition and on the Provocations by invited speakers Nelly Ben Hayoun, David Gauntlett, and Amy Twigger Holroyd. The reflections I offer wrestle with several questions: How are we experiencing the "doing" of research through design? How do we manage the good and the glory in research-through-design projects? And how has the RTD 2015 Conference inspired the theoretical lens informing my research-through-design practice? Finally, I focus again on my own practice and the resonances in Tim Ingold's closing provocation to it. I introduce the theoretical lens of "sociomateriality" through which I position myself as a researcher and through which I am prompted to ask further questions of my work on the Rooftop Project.
Although messy, making connections by being reflective in my work is, as Judi Marshall says of action research, a process of "living life as inquiry." 2 I propose therefore that grappling with applying the ethos of "living life as inquiry" is pivotal to doing research through design, and in this article I invite deeper dialogic interaction on this subject. 
Doing Research Through Design
The Rooftop Project emerged as an experimental project in response to the local greening groups, to residents, and to local businesses' concerns for the lack of green, social space in Manchester's City Centre. When documenting my process of doing research through design, I write detailed reflective accounts. However, on occasion I also have summarized thoughts in a more visual or graphical way-in what I consider "an artifact of reflection" (see Figure 1 ). Such artifacts reveal thought processes and can help to provoke curiosity at the start of a co-design process. The image in Figure 1 itself became significant in my engagements with people during the Rooftop Project because it served as an anchor point for finding shared understanding. From this point I also began to make visual documentation of "The Story of the Rooftop Project…": a visual PDF that I continue to update and circulate as a way of showing and telling people about the project. My research partner Mike Stead and I were curious to listen to people and hear their concerns about the lack of green, social, outdoor space in Manchester's City Centre. In May 2014, we facilitated conversations at local businesses and in residents' apartments in the Northern Quarter (see Figure 2) . We asked participants to empty their pockets of the technology and digital tools they carry with them and invited them to respond to the question, "if you were invited to transform a temporary car park on Oldham Street (part-fact), which has been gifted to you (part-fiction), right here and now, how would you respond and how would you use the digital tools you have in your possession?" In August 2014 we co-curated an exhibition that presented our findings from these conversations as dialogical interactions 4 -what Fuad-Luke terms "artifacts for activism" 5 -and we provoked people in the area to think differently about their values related to local, green, social space. We felt it important that for people to feel comfortable sharing in dialogic interaction with these artifacts we needed to encourage a relaxed and informal atmosphere. We did this by providing refreshments, playing ambient music, and being on hand to have conversations. In an attempt to capture their dialogic interaction and when people felt comfortable doing so, the exhibition program provided space for people to make notes, to scribble or sketch (see Figure 3) , and/or to make marks with the materials they engaged with (e.g., with the soil from the workshop with Hulme Community Garden Centre).
As a result of the exhibition, we were invited by The Sheila Bird Group to occupy and co-design the rooftop space of 24-26 Lever Street. The rooftop and the process of transforming the rooftop then became the focus of my doctoral research. However, the visual aesthetics are only one element of the Rooftop Project. Through the course of the project, both the location and the people involved underwent a curious "design exploration."
6 As McCarthy and Wright suggest of a "participatory project," everybody was encouraged to "…share a mutual curiosity and commitment to explore and change something, learn together through the process, and achieve outcomes that may be collective and individual." 7 By March 2015 the rooftop was a green version of its former gray self and became one of the locations for the event, "The Ladies Room," curated by Hayley Flynn, City Curator at The National Trust. To keep the community informed about the first partnership, I designed invitations that were printed as posters and circulated via email (see Figure 6 ). For the first time since the physical transformation of the rooftop, The Ladies Room event allowed the rooftop to become accessible to the public. Multiple locations around Stephenson Square in the Northern Quarter were programmed with creative and cultural content that shared the stories of women who had made their mark in history campaigning for political changes. The events program was designed by Neighbourhood (see Figure 7) , and I worked in collaboration with Beth Knowles and Hayley Flynn to program the activity to take place on the rooftop. The event became an opportunity to openly invite the public to see whether the space would elicit "features of experience"-a concept that draws on Dewey and Wright and colleagues.
8 At this event I invited members of the public (of all ages) to document their "features of experience" by drawing or writing their feelings, emotions, or other things they experienced on the rooftop (see Figure 8) .
As the physical transformation of the social space began, the space clearly mirrored the features of experience shared by the community involved in its co-design. It supported escapism, relaxation, freedom, play, views, openness, spacelessness, community, fresh air, and adventure. Seeing this reflection was an important realization and signaled the continuation of the research-throughdesign process. Before long, I found myself asking the question: How does the social space evolve?
As we physically made the rooftop into a green and social space, I also engaged with literature on being "situated."
9 The reading revealed more clearly at this point how practicing research through design is a form of "situated action." I was able to more confidently assert my perspective as a designer-researcher and became more critically aware of the process of co-designing social space. I also began to assert a more considered theoretical lens: that of "sociomateriality."
10 Through this lens I explored a critical appreciation in The Rooftop Project for "the inherent inseparability of the technical and the social." The Rooftop Project has now entered its second season, and I have continued to document how the social space (physical and digital) appears to be consumed and produced by those who either work in the building or are invited up to the rooftop. Figure 9 shows how I am capturing a visual documentation of this consumption and production of social space.
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As the Rooftop Project has unfolded, I have become aware of the need for designers and researchers to be more inquisitive of their own sense of responsibility. Central to my doctoral research is for my practice to have a sense of purpose and to foster participation and inclusivity. "Design activism" has helped substantiate this sense, creating "a counter-narrative aimed at generating and balancing positive, social, institutional, environment, and/or economic change." 13 The RTD 2015 conference took place at a pivotal time when I was doing this research through co-design and making sense of the applications, tools, and methods, as well as the values and ethics, that shape this work-the responsibilities and perspectives as a designer and researcher. My doctoral inquiry reflects a two-way dialogical interaction: designing experience < > experiencing design. This understanding was developed by being highly reflective of my thinking and doing and by being open to multiple ways of seeing and doing "design." Figure 10 shows how I have documented, in the form of a scroll, the co-design and research processes being mapped onto a scroll of tracing paper. This scroll provides me with an artifact of doing research through design-space to review my role as both researcher through (experiencing) design and designer (experiencing) through research. I was keen to attend RTD 2015 and to see examples of what perhaps might be seen as "best practices." Would I be able to identify with others' interpretations of this role as designer-researcher? What would their artifacts say of their experiences of research through design? In the following, I articulate three features of my experience at RTD 2015 that also might raise further questions for other practitioners of research through design.
Designing Experience
In the article, "Developing a Dialogical Platform for Disseminating Research Through Design," Durrant and colleagues describe the format they have provided as "a descriptive, experience-centered account of composing a new international conference."
15 This description allows me to access and stretch the music metaphor to suggest that the features that emerged for me in experiencing the composition of the conference also embodied tempo and rhythm. For example, I felt gently encouraged to navigate through the three days at my own tempo-at my own pace of thinking and doingwhile not losing sight of that next place to which I was being invited; an example of this movement can be seen in Figure 11 . When attending RTD 2015 Day 1, Kindred Spirits: Smell Fictions + Performative Design Research, by Susana Cámara Leret, Leret's handout included this reminder: "Remember: It's about the experience. There are NO Right/Wrong Answers!" 16 I took a photograph of these words because I wanted to capture this particular point and remember its importance in my own practice of doing research through design.
I opted to attend the Town Hall meeting on day three of RTD 2015. The meeting itself, I believed, reflected the ethos of the conference: an open forum for discussion. Someone at the meeting commented that "it's nice to have a stake in the design of experience." I found that the composition of the conference program as a whole was constructively disruptive, incorporating time for us to reflect on our individual and social experiences. According to Liz Edwards, a presenter at RTD 2015, the conference organizers "set the supporting tone and the ethos that emphasized authentic concern for the artifact and a genuine desire for a different kind of conference experience that valued research derived from practice."
17 Seeing the artifacts in the spotlight was a refreshing change to seeing the "academic" in the spotlight. From a distance, the designers of these artifacts looked more like "gatekeepers." As my curiosity moved me closer to particular artifacts, these "gatekeepers" appeared to be fulfilling a number of roles. I wanted to return to my artifacts and be more inquisitive of what I mean by "roles." Do I mean to identify myself as taking on "a role"? Are roles as clear-cut as "designer" and "researcher"?
Walking a Fine Line with Nelly Ben Hayoun
The opening Provocation by Nelly Ben Hayoun-a designer of experiences that unapologetically courts chaos and disruptionsparked my curiosity in "making experience," and I welcomed her high-energy kick-start to the proceedings. She projected a fearless tone of voice to embark on a quest to disrupt and cause chaos. In the course of designing experiences, she seemingly walks a fine line between being disruptive for the sake of it and engaging the responsibility of the designer. In January 2015 I attended an exhibition at the V&A, London titled "Disobedient Objects." I could see a connection between the courage of Ben Hayoun's practice and what the curators say of disobedience in politically active objects: "Disobedient objects are about making as much as breaking. Disobedience can involve DIY hacking and alteration, and also the design of whole new ways of disobeying." 18 I believe there is an opportunity to make the connection between Ben Hayoun's practice and exploring "ways of disobeying" in doing research through design. Ben Hayoun said that she believes "we are not here to come up with the solution, but to question things, challenge things." 19 In response, designer-researchers might pose questions, such as whether "we" should accept responsibility for the way disruption, disobedience, or chaos is designed into an experience design. Is it "our" responsibility to care for others' curiosity and consumption of experience? By creating chaos as a method of public engagement, Ben Hayoun promotes her process as "total bombardment." 20 As a result, she acknowledges moments when conflicts and tensions arise. She admits to welcoming conflict, saying that "I see conflict as part of innovation"; Ben Hayoun has challenged my perceptions of designing experience, and her methodologies have prompted me to ask: What is the responsibility of the designer-researcher?
Good vs. Glory RTD 2015 successfully focused my attention on design research artifacts, and this focus triggered a consideration of the designer's ego. This interest also emerged from the process of co-designing the social space on the rooftop, and it begs the question: How much of what we design is for good or for glory, and does revealing and presenting artifacts also reveal and present our own agendas? The Provocation presented jointly by David Gauntlett and Amy Twigger Holroyd at RTD 2015 was insightful.
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They identified the elements they believed to be prevalent when "making and making a difference": social process (a moment of exchange); open-ended exploration; structuring through projects; and challenge. Hearing this perspective sparked a deeper inquiry into my way of "making space" and "making a difference" through The Rooftop Project. I saw a connection between "making a difference" and "doing good" that sparked further reflection on the co-design of the physical rooftop. Fuad-Luke encourages those occupying the territory of design activism to clearly articulate their motivations and intentions. He also acknowledges a lack of consensus on what societal "good" is. As an activist for green outdoor spaces in Manchester's City Centre, I find myself openly struggling with what "doing good" and "being an agent for change" means when immersed in doing research through design. 22 This perspective becomes a concern among a community of academics, too: Where is the fine line between doing good for the campaign or cause in which you immerse yourself and doing good for the glory of a unique project to bolster your portfolio and career prospects? This question should be considered by designerresearchers because glory can exist without the good being done, but can the good actually exist without the glory? And if "glory" is a criterion of success-a means for rewarding a designer-then how is "glory" defined in a research-through-design project? Multiple artifacts in the RTD 2015 program were designed with doing (social) good in mind. Should we be illuminating and deepening our critical thinking of "good vs. glory"? What coping mechanisms are academics constructing to manage these tensions?
My most poignant experience of RTD 2015 was Tim Ingold's closing provocation-the first time I experienced Ingold as a speaker.
23 I became aware that his philosophical approach could help me identify my own perspective as a researcher. The talk helped to connect my thinking about and doing research through design. Ingold explained his rationale for "making" and how "the design of something goes on in the making."
24 He described the creative making process in terms of managing imagination and material: that "imagination is the thing that disappears, and we struggle to keep up with it and take control of it."
25 He then proposed that the material indeed slows our imagination and that material engagements are weighty and hold us back as they weigh us down. Upon hearing this explanation, I could relate this to points in the design process of the physical transformation as well as the consumption and production of the rooftop. A year earlier, I had taken part in a practice-led collaborative reflection (a deep dive) as part of my PhD program. The deep dive provided me, along with other PhD students, space to explore our understandings of Stuart Walker's "propositional artefacts."
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In the book Design for Sustainability, Walker proposes that designing, in contrast to "an analytical approach to research," has other possibilities:
Designing, however, is concerned less with analysis than with synthesis. It composes, organizes and constructs, and resolves and integrates disparate factors.... In the process, the designer is realizing, discerning, becoming aware of hitherto unknown or unrecognized relationships and connections, and discovering through a symbiotic, creative process of thinking and doing…. The results of such work are not design solutions but design propositions that ask us to consider if this or that synthesis is a useful contribution to our developing understandings of where design could and, more importantly, should be heading.
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I spent the week of the deep dive trying to articulate this way of seeing and incorporating it into my own practice-led propositional artifact, the process of which was a challenge in itself. Each member of our group photographed our own journey toward an artifact, documenting the materials we came across and played with. Presenting our journeys along a line then felt only natural. Figure  12 provides a snapshot of this reflective document. A year later, at RTD 2015, and as Ingold went on to describe how he applied the notion of "line" and "string" to making, I could relate this perspective to previous experience and to the challenge of making a propositional artifact. Ingold further challenged my thinking: "Think of making, instead, as a process of growth. This is to place the maker from the outset as a participant in amongst a world of active materials." 28 I continue to deepen my inquiry into making and growing artifacts and what this means in the context of The Rooftop Project.
Making My Way Forward
Ingold states that "making is the haptic process of feeling one's way forward in the world," which he contrasts with "the optical," or seeing the way forward. This insight feels particularly significant to me. In the design-led processes that have emerged in undertaking the Rooftop Project (e.g., from design activism to co-design to situated design), the way that each process consists of a palette of materials became all too clear. Since the conference, I have engaged more with Ingold's work and his consideration of materials vs. materiality. 29 A paradox is inherent in both, he says, explaining that "my purpose has been to escape from this oscillation, both by returning persons to where they belong, within the continuum of organic life, and by recognizing that this life itself undergoes continual generation in currents of materials." 30 Ingold's proposition has been encouraging. Jones, Orlikowski, and Scott do not explicitly discuss the weight of materials or materiality in their articulation of sociomateriality. 31 However, seeing the sociomaterial resources that have emerged in The Rooftop Project makes Ingold's proposition of the weightiness of material (both digital and physical) curious to me. 32 He has introduced a way of sensing a rhythm, of sorts, in people's imagination in the co-design process. Ingold has encouraged a deeper inquisitiveness about materials and materiality, which in turn encourages me to seek a better understanding of sociomateriality. It has inspired me to ask: What materials exist in my practice? Does their weightiness affect the rhythm of people's imagination about the rooftop? And does imagination help me to find a means for dis-entangling sociomateriality as it emerges in the co-design, production, and consumption of social space? These questions have continued to linger and shape my practice of and thinking about research through design-and my responsibilities as a design-researcher-long after the RTD conference ended.
